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In response to amendment of December 1, 1937* 

References added: 
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Kohn (Oer.l 3^-® * 53® Feb.- 10, 1922 171-llS(^3*l) 

(1 sheet of drawing; 2 pages of spec. ) 

This application now contains claims 6 through 23 ° 

Page 3, line 2 from, end "constantly varying speeds" 
is questioned. Applicants’ arguments and the cis closure other- 
wise indicate that, while the speed, is variable, the variation 
is not constant. 

• - Page 4, line 2, "corthected in a" random manner to 

the commutator rings" is not understood. Further element 
18 does not appear to be a "commutator". 

Page 5, line 5, the "conventional means or ihstruinen- - 

teilities" should be identified. 

/ .'ippiicent points out that the device is truly aperiodic 

l because of the slippage in the friction drive. No description 

1 

/ of such operation is found in the specification. Page 3 , lest 
)■ fi Ve lines, referred-, to by applicant, makes no reference to 

i 

’ any slipping in the operation of the device. Further, the 

1 

, arrangement and character of elements 12, 13» H» sprang 15 and 
5-., shaft 3 . should be definitely described. What is meant by "a 
! slot end bar arrangement", page 3> line 8 from end. 

The- claims are all drawn to an aperiodic device based 
on slipping between the drive elements, for which there is no 
description in the specification. The cla it s are accordingly , 
rejected as based on indefinite end incomplete disclosure. 
proved for Release bvNSA on 09-05-2013 pursuant to E.O. 13529 
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The claims are each further rejected as indefinite 
and incomplete, rendered so by failure to set forth supporting 
structure to structurally relate the elements claimed, and by 
thef use. of inaccurate expressions for the elements set forth. 
'*7hile the large number of claims makes e detailed criticism 
difficult, the claims have been individually considered. 



d;le‘im 6 , line 2, "associated" defines no structure end is 

' 

indefinite. Same line "operative movement relative to one 
’another*’ covers all types of motion and is obviously broader 

I / ■ 

t |ien anything disclosed, -.Line. 3» '’arranged to actuate" is 



indefinite. Sams line, "in a discrete time relation" is 

■4f\. 

'A' » 

''Siifely functional and does not follow from the "friction 

{ ) ; 

drive". Lines 4 and 5» "operatively coordinated" gives no 

. \ . j . - 

hint to the structural arrangement. Line 6 , the "aperiodic 
movement" is , not effected by the "system of differential 
gearing end cans? As argued by applicant any aperiodic 
operation is a result of slippage in the friction drive. I 
Claims 7 , 10 and 11 set forth element l 6 as a "commutator". 

This is considered inaccurate since there is no commutating 

, -i . 

function performed b 3 r the element* Claim 7 . sets forth "a rota- 

' V * ' •' 

table commutator provided with contact elements and a rotatable 
/ . * ' . 
switching device*" If the "rotatable switching device" re-fers 

1 

to arm 31 , it is an independent element and not part of the 
"commutator", which apparently refers to element 18 . Further 



arm 30 is not considered a "switching device" but merely part 

* . 1 

of . a switch, as described in the specification, a "switch arm". 
Claims 8 and 9 set forth the "cams" as part of the "means for 
differentially controlling the operation of the units" (claim 
7, last line). As contended by applicant in argument of Feb. 

1, 1$37 (last page) "Gearing system 2 , 2* 1 effects a 

differential operation". It appears that' there would still 

he differential operation without the cams y Claim 10, last 

* - 

line, the aperiodic operation is not a result of the "means 

t? . . 

including differential gearing and cams" (lines 5 * 6 ) but as 
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argued by applicant is a result of the "friction drives" 
of line 4. Claim 11. is indefinite as to the description of 
the switch but appears to set forth "a plurality of contact 
elements'- and "a rotatable conductor" both as parts of a 
"commutator" (lines 2 and 3}. As before noted, the use of 
"commutator" appears inaccurate but In addition the "conduc- 
tor", apparently arm JOj is not a sart of, .the same element 
that carries the "plurality of contact elements (contacts 20). 
Further the arm 30 cooperates with contacts 20 but is not 
"operable with said elements" since the contacts and arm . 
operate in different directions and at different speeds. 

Claims 12 (line 2), 13 (lines 1-2), l8 (line 2) and 23 (line 
2) "switching" devices" is considered inaccurate, since 
it implies a plurality of switches rather than one multiple 
circuit switch, the only structure disclosed. Claim 12, line 
5, "random permutation" is 'iaisdescriptive sinoe the circuits 
are always closed in the same order or sequence* Claims 13 
through 23, line 2 of each claim, call for a plurality of 
contacts on both the disc 19 and arm 30* This construction 
is not supported by the a is closure and is raisdescri otive. 

Claims 14, 15, 16, 17, 19, 20, 21 and 22 "components" fails to 
define any definite switch elements. Claim 15, line 4, "in 
irregular order" is not clear. Claim 15, line 4» "differential 
gearing" appears to have no bearing on the aperiodic operation 
set forth in line 6. Claim 17, last two lines, the "means for 
changing the rote of movement of sold mechanisms” does not 
up near to randomize the operation of the contacts. The 
randomizing operation is introduced by the"friction drive 
mechanism" (line 4), according to applicants* argument of 
February 1, 1937, page 2* Claim 23, line 3, no disclosure 
is found for the limitation that the contacts are "spaced 
at irregular intervels". 

Claims 7 and 13 to 23 are further rejected as not., 
defining invention over either Neeley or the German patent 
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to ilohn f Bopr. of the references -show, relatively movable 
contact carry 1% discs, 'With independent driving neons, for 
each disc. Clearly the contacts would be closed aperiodically . 
Broadly a friction drive could be .used in either of the natonts 
without invention. '• . , , 

The rejection'' of t. la .ins/ 13 and 1 ?- on Boardnan is\ 
related, All the structure ydsit lively cla ined is shown by 
3 oardJJsan# ' .... „ '« ■ . . 1 ... 

Claims ig to 23 , a re further rejected as notocsis- 

' ’ • v ■ , 

tingui shing patent ably fro m 0 Bo ar cfce ru Fig. 4 of Boardmen,. 
shows relatively rotatab-le drums 8 end 247 » each driven by 

- . • . \ r 

a friction disc and means t the adjusting screws on the ends of 
shafts 7 and 2t\S) for varying the- relative positions of' the 
drive discs,. The. relatively movable drums are operatively 
’’associated' 1 . 

Claim 13 Is further rejected as drawn to the old 
combination of switch and connector shown by James, supra. 

The invention is in the switch. 

The claims are further rejected on the ground of 
multiplicity. Eighteen claims "'is considered more than suf- 
ficient to completely cover the device. Five or six claims 
would appear to be sufficient* 

1 

Examiner 





